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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

This appeal arises from an adversary proceeding between plaintiff-
appellant Barbara S. Harris and defendant-appellee Margaretten &
Co., Inc. in the chapter 13 bankruptcy case of Frank S. Harris, Barba-
ra's husband. The sole question presented on appeal is whether or not
the district court erred in denying plaintiff's attorney's fees under 11
U.S.C. § 1301. We affirm.

On March 18, 1994, defendant Margaretten & Co., Inc. foreclosed
its security and sold Barbara and Frank Harris's home at auction.
When the home was sold, Barbara Harris had already received a dis-
charge in her own chapter 7 bankruptcy case which relieved her of
personal liability on the note held by Margaretten and secured by the
home. Prior to the sale, Margaretten obtained relief from 11 U.S.C.
§ 362's automatic stay, on the ground of a default, under Frank Har-
ris's chapter 13 plan. Margaretten's application for relief did not
name Barbara Harris as a party and was not served on her, although
it listed her as a co-maker of the note. Likewise, Barbara Harris was
not mentioned in the bankruptcy court's order granting relief from the
stay.

Following the sale, Barbara Harris filed this adversary proceeding.
The bankruptcy court ruled that the obligation evidenced by the note
was consumer debt and that the foreclosure sale violated the auto-
matic stay of actions against co-debtors imposed by 11 U.S.C. § 1301.
The court granted Margaretten prospective relief from the co-debtor
stay though it refused to annul the stay as of the time of the foreclo-
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sure sale. It avoided the sale, and denied Barbara Harris's request for
damages, attorney's fees, and costs. The district court affirmed, and
Barbara Harris appeals. As stated, the only issue on appeal is Barbara
Harris's claim that the district court erred in refusing to award her
attorney's fees.

Section 1301 protects "any individual that is liable on [consumer]
debt with the debtor, or that secured such debt" from collection
actions by a creditor. 11 U.S.C. § 1301(a). Unlike 11 U.S.C. § 362,
§ 1301 does not provide for an award of attorney's fees for a violation
of the stay it imposes. In the absence of a statutory authorization, a
prevailing party is not entitled to an award of attorney's fees. Alyeska
Pipeline Serv. Co. v. Wilderness Soc'y, 421 U.S. 240, 247-255 (1975).

The judgment of the district court is accordingly

AFFIRMED.*
_________________________________________________________________
*Even if a deliberate and willful violation of the stay under § 1301
might make more palatable the award of an attorney's fee, in this case
the finding of the bankruptcy court and the district court, that Margaret-
ten had committed "at most a technical violation of the co-debtor stay,"
and that of the bankruptcy court, that it "would no doubt have also
granted relief from the § 1301 stay" if asked for, make unavailing any
such claim. The denial of a discretionary award in such a case has not
been held to be be an abuse of discretion.
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